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A semantic-pragmatic analysis of the augment 
in epic Greek, applied to some longer passages
Filip De Decker
1 The metrically secure forms1
My starting point is the hexameter, here printed in the notation of Janse 2003 
and 2014:
—    –̆–̆– // —  –̆–̆– // —  –̆–̆– // —  –̆–̆–  // —  –̆–̆– // —  –̆–
1a    1b 1c  2a  2b  2c 3a 3b 3c   4a  4b 4c  5a  5b 5c    6a 6b
An (un)augmented form is metrically secure, if the opposite form requires:2
i    the elision of a dative singular ending in -ι; 
ii   elision of the -ι in τι;
iii  the elision of the -ι in περι-/περί;
iv  the elision of a dative plural ending in -σι of the consonant stems (but not in 
    -εσσι, which can be elided, although it is not that common);
v   the elision of an -υ, which is never elided;
vi  the creation a short monosyllabic verb form (regardless whether at the end of 
     the verse, before a caesura or anywhere else in the verse); 
vii the violation of Hermann‘s Bridge: this metrical law, which is probably the 
      strictest of all bridges, states that there cannot be a word end between 4b and 4c;
1 This article is part of an ongoing investigation into the meaning, origin and use of the augment in 
Early Greek prose and poetry. The article was made possible by a fellowship BOF.PDO.2016.0006.19 
of the research council of the Universiteit Gent (BOF, Bijzonder Onderzoeksfonds), by a travel 
grant V426317N for a research stay in Oxford (provided for by the FWO Vlaanderen, Fonds 
voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek Vlaanderen, Science Foundation Flanders) and by a postdoctoral 
fellowship 12V1518N, granted by the FWO Vlaanderen.
I would like to thank many colleagues, friends and the audience of the International Congress 
on Ancient Greek Linguistics for their input, feedback and discussion. A special “thank you” 
is addressed to Martti Leiwo and his colleagues for the organisation of the conference and the 
publication of the proceedings.
2 For the references see De Decker (2016b:260–268, 2017:59–73, 2019a:47–52, ftc:§3); a 
description of the laws can also be found in Vergados (2013:59–61) and Oswald (2014). I cannot 
discuss the individual metrical phenomena in detail here.
448
viii  the violation of Varro‘s Bridge: Varro stated that every Greek verse had to 
        have a caesura in the third foot, and consequently, this rules out the existence 
       of the so-called bipartite hexameters, i.e. hexameters that have a word end at 
       3c without a caesura at 3a of 3b; 
ix    a collision of an elision and a caesura (especially at 3a and 3b); 
x     the violation of Gerhard‘s Bridge: this metrical law states that if the 5th foot 
       is a spondee, there should not be word end at 5c; 
xi     the violation of Giseke‘s(-Meyer‘s) Law; this law states that a word starting in 
       the first foot of the hexameter should not end at the end of the second foot 
       (i.e. at 2c), be it in spondaic or dactylic form; 
xii  the violation of Gerhard-Hilberg‘s Law; this law is closely related to the 
        previous one and states that if the second foot of the hexameter is a spondee, 
       word end at 2c is only allowed if the second half foot is long by nature;
xiii  the violation of „Nikanor‘s Bridge“ (also known as Meyer‘s first Law); this 
       law states that a word that starts in the first foot should not end at 2b; the 
      first one to argue against a word end at 2b was the metrician Nikanor (2nd 
      century AD) -  the first one to explicitly state the metrical prohibition was 
       Meyer and it is therefore known as Meyer‘s first Law; 
xiv  the violation of (Meyer-)Tiedke‘s law: this metrical bridge states that there 
       should not be a word end at 4a and 5a in the same verse. Tiedke stated that 
       clitics and prepositions are allowed exceptions (because they count as belonging  
       to the preceding or following words), so that word end after ὁ (ὃ) δέ does 
       not count as a violation;
xv    the violation of Gerhard-Wernicke‘s Law: this bridge is closely related to the 
     ones by Giseke and Gerhard-Hilberg and states that if the fourth foot is a 
       spondee and has word end at 4c, the second half foot should only be naturally 
       long. 
2 Metri causa: is the metre the dominating factor?
Space constraints prevent me from discussing the previous scholarship on the 
augment in detail,3 but before proceeding to the analysis, I would like to briefly 
state that I do not believe that the metre was the sole or the prime deciding 
criterion for the augment. If the distribution was genuinely metrical, we would 
3 For an overview see Bottin (1969:69–82), De Decker (2015b:241–290 with a list of 20 rules 
governing the augment use, 2016a:34–37, 2018:10–17), Willi (2018:358–381).
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expect a random distribution across all categories, but this is clearly not the case: 
almost no iterative form in -σκ- has an augment, while the gnomic aorist is much 
more often augmented. Moreover, even if the choice were purely metrical, this 
would still not explain certain usages, as sometimes augmented and unaugmented 
variants of the same paradigm exist or even metrically equivalent formulae were 
available.4 I give one example: the augmented speech introduction ἠμείβετ(ο) 
and the unaugmented ἀπαμείβετ(ο) have the same metrical form,5 but the 
predominance of the augmented ἠμείβετο rules out that we are dealing with a 
random distribution.
3 The semantics and pragmatics of the augment use
The semantics and pragmatics of the augment have been amply studied. Early on, 
Koch (1868) already noted that the augment was used more in speeches than in 
narrative, unless the speeches contained narrative elements as well (e.g. Nestor’s 
speech in Iliad 1).6 Platt (1891) and Drewitt (1912a, 1912b, 1913) showed that 
the augment was used with verbal forms that were still valid today, had present 
reference and could be translated with the English present perfect (such as gnomes 
and similia), and that it was avoided in genuine past contexts. In his analysis of 
the augment in Archaic Greek, Bottin (1969:110–128) confirmed the preference 
to use unaugmented forms in narrative parts and used the term lo stile narrativo 
to describe this and later Basset (1989) distinguished between discours and récit. 
For Vedic Sanskrit, Hoffmann described the use of the unaugmented forms as 
erwähnend or belonging to the fernere nicht historische Vergangenheit.7 Recently, 
Bakker elaborated on these observations and argued that the augment marked 
completion of the verbal action and nearness to the speaker (a deictic suffix that 
marked the completion of the action near the speaker - Bakker (2001:15, 2005:147). 
Along similar lines, Mumm described the function of the augment as adding 
emphasis (as Hackstein (2010:405) puts it the augment serves as a foregrounding 
4 See Edwards (1969, 1970), Riggsby (1992) and Machacek (1994) for metrically equivalent speech 
introductions and Visser (1987) for verbs of killing. The metrically equivalent formulae pose some 
problems for the theory that the entire epic diction was governed by the metre alone (as Parryism 
in its hardest form would have it), but I cannot address the issue here.
5 For more examples see De Decker (2016a:38–39, 2016b:282, 2017:125, 2019a:74, ftc: §6.1)
6 Koch (1868:24–32), for Nestor’ speech see also De Decker (2017:96, 136–138)
7 Hoffmann (1967:160–213), see also Euler (1995), Mumm (1995).
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device attaching salience to the proposition).8 The explanations mentioned above 
can be combined and summarised as follows: by using unaugmented forms 
(the injunctives) the speakers and/or narrators describe and mention what has 
happened,9 whereas by using augmented forms (the indicatives) they do not only 
relate it, but also state it as a fact and reaffirm its value.10 This “summary” can 
also explain why much more augmented forms are found in passages describing 
actions in a recent past are described or when a past action still has relevance for 
the present.11 This would be the reason why the augment is more often used 
with past tense forms that are accompanied by νῦν.12 On the other hand actions 
situated in a remote and/or mythical past or in a timeless context (not necessarily 
in the past) are mostly narrated with unaugmented verb forms.13 An action in the 
recent past is more likely to be much closer to the world of the speaker and hearer. 
Mythical stories, on the other hand, have much less augments, because they refer 
to events that by their very nature are far removed from the world of hearer and 
8 Bakker (1999:59, 2001:14–23, 2005:123–124); Mumm (2004, especially §8 Was neu festgehalten 
oder extra affirmiert werden soll, wird augmentiert ausgedrückt, was alt und bekannt ist oder nur 
hilfsweise und begleitend eingeführt wird oder der Hauptaffirmation zusammen mit fortführendem δὲ 
ohne Unterbrechung folgt oder im Dialog als unkontrovers eingestuft wird und für die Affirmation 
insofern im Hintergrund steht, unaugmentiert. and §10: Diese (sc. die Augmentfunktion, the function 
of the augment FDD) gehört ihrer kategoriellen Systematik nach in den Bereich der subjektiven 
Modalität, d.h. der vom Sprecher bezeichneten Quellen für die Gültigkeit seiner Aussage. Das Augment 
wird gesetzt, wenn der Sprecher (Erzähler oder Redner) die Gültigkeit oder Wichtigkeit seiner Aussage 
nicht nur präsupponiert, sondern forciert oder für sie einsteht. Da dahinter grundsätzlich ein besonderes 
Äußerungsinteresse steht, folgt automatisch ein besonderer Bezug auf die Gegenwart (der redenden Figur 
oder der Erzählzeit) - underlining is mine).
9 Hoffmann (1967:104–106, 266–267 Zeitstufenlosigkeit und Nicht-Bericht (Erwähnung) sind 
demnach der Funktion des Injunktivs eigentümlich).
10 Mumm (2004:§8 and §10). The use of a less remote past tense to add emphasis to a statement is 
not a specificity of Indo-European languages and can be found in Amero-Indian languages as well, 
see Martin (2010).
11 Platt (1891) used the term “perfect aorist” to describe these forms; on page 225 he described 
them as just those instances of the aorist which rather refer to present time (the underlined form was 
italicised in the original) . See also Drewitt (1912a:44 using the terms present-aorist, present-reference 
aorist and aorist-for-perfect, 1912b, 1913). See in later times Bakker (1999, 2002, 2005), Mumm 
(2004).
12 Platt (1891), Drewitt (1912a:44, 1913:351), Bottin (1969:87–89, 135–136), Bakker (1999:53, 
60–62), García-Ramón (2012:F1b), De Decker (2015b:268–269, 2016a:54, 2017:135).
13 For Homer, see Platt (1891), Drewitt (1912a, 1912b), Bottin (1969:124–125) and De Decker 
(2017:126–127, 136); see West (1989) for Hesiod and the Homeric Hymns, and De Decker 
(2016a:102–107) for Hesiod.
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speaker, unless they reveal something that is still valid today (e.g. the explanation 
of the problems for mankind in Hesiod). That speeches (with reference to the 
recent past) have more augments than narrative passages and speeches that refer 
to events in a more distant past,14 is also a logical consequence of the “rules” 
formulated above: as speeches are more likely to contain elements from a recent 
past and to refer to events closer to the world of the speaker(s) and hearer(s), the 
preference for the augment cannot surprise. It is important to note that speeches 
are subject to the same rules: not all verb forms in speeches are augmented and 
this can be explained by the foreground - background explanation as well, as not 
all verbs mentioned in a speech have the same salient status. This will become clear 
in our analysis below. This explains the use of the augment in the so-called typical 
scenes,15 such a warrior gearing for battle, an assembly being summoned, the 
preparation of a sacrifice and subsequent meal, or a guest being welcomed: these 
events are an integral part of the story and are not only used to “fill the lines”, but 
also to create a connection with the audience, draw it into the story and mark 
what is important.16 Finally, the absence of the augment in the iterative forms in 
-σκ-, which can appear in the imperfect or aorist of verbs that did not have this 
suffix in other tenses, can also be explained.17 These verb forms describe either a 
repeated and/or habitual action, or a single action repeated by many persons on a 
single occasion.18 They mostly appear in narrative parts and usually do not refer 
to single and unexpected events (contexts in which the augment was used more 
often).19 These verbs are often combined by an optative of the repeated action 
14 Koch (1868), Platt (1891:223), Monro (1891:62), Drewitt (1912a), Chantraine (1948:484), 
Bottin (1969:110–128), Basset (1989), West (1989), Bakker (1999:63–64, 2001:11–18, 
2005:114–153), Mumm (2004:§6),Bertrand (2006a, 2006b), De Decker (2016a:289–291, 
2017:96, 136–138).
15 For analyses of typical scenes see Arend (1933), Fenik (1968), Visser (1987), Reece (1993), 
Bozzone (2016), Minchin (2016).
16 For this analysis see Minchin (2016).
17 This had been noted very early on, see already Buttmann (1830:382). Poehlmann (1858:10) 
pointed out that this has been observed already by the Etymologicum Magnum. It has been accepted 
ever since, but the origin of this suffix is still debated and the literature on the topic is immense; the 
issue cannot be addressed here.
For a list of Hesiodic forms, see Rzach (1876:461–462) and the Homeric forms can be found in 
Bottin (1969:116–125) and Risch (1974:276–278). 
18 This specification was first made by Pagniello (2007). This is also visible in speech introductions 
of the so-called tis-Reden, see De Decker (2015a:64–65).
19 Bottin (1969:116–125), Pagniello (2002:84–108; 2007); Bakker (2001:8, 14, 2005:126–127); 
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in the past (Pagniello 2007), or with αἰεί (De Decker 2015b:270). Sometimes, 
the subject is an indefinite character. All these elements lead to the absence of the 
augment in these forms. 
The gnomic aorist is used to state something that has happened before 
but is still valid today.20 It describes an event that occurred in the past and that 
could happen again at any time, or a truth of which the knowledge is based on 
the occurrence of events in the past.21 An example would be “the gods punish 
the arrogant”. In the past people have already seen that insolence did not go 
unpunished and everybody knows that such transgressions could be penalised 
even at the moment of speaking. Because of their immediate connection to 
the world of the speaker and hearer, because of their close connection of the 
present and since in most cases these forms are used by the speaker or narrator 
to make a point, therefore there is the need for emphasis and these forms are 
largely described by augmented forms. When one explains the how and why 
of an everyday usage, a name or tradition, reference is made of events in the 
past, but at the same time this past action is still valid for the present day. The 
augment use in such “aetiological” descriptions is therefore not surprising. One 
could consider this to be a sort of gnomic aorist (it is not necessary to create the 
aetiological aorist as yet another category, besides the “gnomic”, “experiential”, 
“omnitemporal”, “Hymnic”, “timeless” and even “mythical” etc. aorist - all in 
use today).22 Closely related to the use of the augment in the gnomic aorist, is its 
use in the similia, the Homeric comparisons in which Homer compared a battle 
scene or another event to a scene from everyday life (mostly in the agricultural 
sphere).23 As they compare an event in the past with a scene which is prototypical 
and belongs to the everyday life, and they are “close” to the audience, in evoking a 
domestic rather than heroic, reality (Bakker 1999:64, 2005:114), they are very near 
the speaker and hearer their link with the present and the audience is evident and 
the use of the augment therefore does not surprise. It has often been considered 
De Decker (2015a:64–65; 2015b:275–276; 2016a:101–102).
20 An overview of the scholarship on (the origin of ) the gnomic aorist cannot be performed here; 
the literature on this topic is large, but for in-depth discussions with more literature on the topic, 
see Platt (1891), Bakker (2001, 2002), Pagniello (2002:74–84), De Decker (2016a:87–99) and 
Wakker (2017). 
21 An overview of the scholarship on (the origin of ) the gnomic aorist cannot be performed here.
22 See Faulkner (2005) and De Decker (ftc: §11) for in-depth discussions and further bibliographical 
references.
23 Platt (1891), Drewitt (1912a, 1912b, 1913), Chantraine (1948:484), Shipp (1972:120), Bakker 
(1999:64, 2002:75–77, 2005:114, 121 and 131–134).
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problematic that these instances which did not refer to the past took the augment 
in the largest numbers,24 but if one reinterprets the augment as having “present” 
or “near-deictic” relevance, this problem disappears.25 
Speech introductions are generally augmented,26 when they are constructed 
with an addressee and remain more often unaugmented when there is no person 
addressed: a speech introduction with an addressee makes the speaker interact 
more with his audience or within the story, whereas a character speaking to 
himself or just speaking engages less in conversation or interaction.27 Speech 
introductions put an interaction to the foreground and are therefore used mostly 
with an augment. In his analysis of the augment in the aorist forms in the 
speeches of the Iliad, Bakker (1999:64, 2001:13–16, 2005:126) argued that the 
augment was less common in negative sentences, unless the negation was linked 
to the speaker’s deixis (Bakker 2001:13–16, 2005:128–130). The reason for this 
was that the negation removed the link with the present and the presence to the 
speaker: as a negation refers to something that did not occur, it is per definitionem 
further removed from the world of speaker and hearer. The same can be said 
about subordinate clauses: as they describe the background par excellence, it would 
be expected that they have fewer augmented forms than the main clauses. This 
can be explained by the fact that a subordinate clause is (almost by definition) the 
background and not the main line, and that the link to the present is therefore even more 
absent than in narrative in general (De Decker 2017:146–147). The figures (cf. 
the appendices) seem confirm this, but make clear that the categories “negation” 
and “subordination” do not automatically cause the augment to disappear: the 
24 An example of this is Brugmann. He initially (1890:185, 1892:1276–1277) suspected that 
the gnomic aorist was first unaugmented, but later received its augment because the distinction 
injunctive - indicative had ceased to be operative in Greek. In his Griechische Grammatik (1900) he 
did not address the issue, but later (1904:574–575, 1916:11) he only noted that the gnomic aorist 
was augmented, but did not explain it (in 1916:11 he even stated that there was no solution for 
the augment presence).
25 Platt (1891) was the first to link the augment use in the gnomes and similia with the present-
relevance.
26 Drewitt (1912a:44); Bakker (1999:64, 2001:9–10,14, 2005:122–123); De Decker (2015a; 
2015b:241–290; 2016a:84–86, 2017:142–143). Mumm apud De Decker (2015a:60) used the 
term Verlebendigung to describe the effect on the audience.
27 For this analysis see De Decker (2015a), although that study was based on all the transmitted 
forms and not on the metrically secure forms alone. The figures of the metrically secure forms in 
the Iliad (without the disputed book 10) confirm nevertheless the data of that study as can be seen 
in the appendix.
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figures indicate that the presence and absence of the augment in negative and 
subordinate clauses are related to the distinction speech versus narrative (and thus 
also to closeness and remoteness). Sometimes the most important element can be 
mentioned in a subordinate clause or a negative element can be the most salient 
element of the statement. This will become clear when we analyse some passages.
The summary also explains the difference in augmentation between the 
Theogony and the Works and Days: the former refers to a mythical past and 
therefore has fewer augmented forms, while the latter provide advice for every-
day life, are situated against the background of the conflict between Hesiod 
and his brother Perses, and have much more speeches and explanations for uses 
and traditions of the agricultural life. The Works and Days therefore provide 
a much closer link to the present and the audience, and are clearly  emphatic 
(De Decker 2016a :75–76, 111–112). The same applies to the difference in 
augmentation between the Iliad and Odyssey: it is not necessary to ascribe 
the higher number of augmented verb forms to the (alleged) younger date 
of the latter, but it can be explained by the fact that it often describes and 
narrates events from the perspective of the main protagonists (Telemakhos, 
Odysseus, Penelope), that there are much more speeches and that it has much 
less narrative than the Iliad.
The explanation provided here can also be used to account for the 
morphological data. It has been noted before that the dual and the pluperfect 
forms use the augment relatively rarely (cf. the figures of the appendix).28  As 
these appear mostly in narrative passages, where the absence of the augment is 
already much less common anyway, it comes as no surprise that they are much 
more often unaugmented. Moreover, the pluperfect describes a state in the past as 
a result of a past action, so that in many cases we are dealing with a background 
description or at least with a description of an action in an even more remote past 
than the main action (Bottin 1969:124–129). It has been argued that the aorist 
28 The preference of using unaugmented pluperfect forms had been noticed already by Aristarkhos, 
see La Roche (1866:423). See also Buttmann (1830:318,1854:127–128), Koch (1868:20–21), 
La Roche (1882:32–39), Platt (1891:231), Monro (1891:61), Chantraine (1948:481–482, with 
reference to both Aristarkhos and La Roche), Bottin (1969:124–129, with a list of forms), De 
Decker (2015b:245–246).
For the dual see Grashof (1852:29), La Roche (1882:19), Platt (1891:213–214), Schwyzer 
(1939:651), Bottin (1969:94, with reference to Schwyzer), Blumenthal (1974:75), Mumm 
(2004:148), De Decker (2015a:54, 2015b:247). Already von Thiersch (1826:338) alluded to the 
unaugmented nature of compounded dual forms.
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has more augmented forms than the imperfect,29 but as the appendices show, 
this difference is small I see therefore no reason to ascribe the augment use to 
the tense. I believe that the augment use in imperfect and aorist forms confirms 
to the rules mentioned above.30 The data do not show any distinction between 
the different aorist types either,31 which is not so unexpected per se, as all the 
aorist types already existed in late PIE (or at least in the Graeco-Aryan dialect 
family, where the augment as part of the verbal morphology in all likelihood 
originated). The decision to (not) use the augment in the different aorist forms is 
thus motivated by semantic and pragmatic factors. 
The same applies for the syntactic elements. In early epic Greek the augment 
is very often (but not always) “missing”, when the verb form is followed by a 
“2nd position clitic32”.33 This was first noted by Drewitt and expanded to all 
“Wackernagel-clitics” by Beck and is therefore best called “Drewitt-Beck’s clitic 
rule”. I interpret this as a syntactic phenomenon, because it is closely related to 
Wackernagel’s Law (Wackernagel 1892), which states that clitics appear in the 
2nd position in the sentence.34 As we can consider the augmented verb form to 
29 Platt (1891:229–230), Drewitt (1912a:42) and Blumenthal (1974:72–77), followed by Lazzeroni 
(1977:22–23). Bakker (1999, especially page 63, 2001:7 - in his words: because this tense poses 
additional problems) explicitly left out the imperfect from the discussion and applied his findings 
to the aorist only.
30 An analysis of (the differences between) the use of the imperfect and aorist in Homer and a 
comparison with that in Attic Greek cannot be performed here. Very early it had already been noted 
that the Homeric and Attic uses differed quite significantly (see e.g. von Thiersch (1826:516–518), 
Buttmann (1854:391). Kühner & Gerth (1904:143–144) also noted that the use of the imperfect 
in Homer differed from that in later Greek and referred to Delbrück (1879:105–106, 1897:302–
306) who argued that his were remnants from a period when the imperfect was still the only 
narrative tense. Recently, Hollenbaugh (2018) followed Delbrück and argued that the imperfect 
in Homer could be used for all the different past meanings whereas the aorist only referred to the 
recent past. This issue can only be solved by an in-depth study.
31 The difference between the different types of aorists had been suggested by Blumenthal (1975:72–
77), followed by Lazzeroni (1977:22–23).
32 By this I mean an enclitic or a word that cannot be put at the beginning of a sentence. These are 
sometimes called “Wackernagel-clitics”.
33 Drewitt (1912b:104, 1913:350), Beck (1919). Beck specifically linked this phenomenon and 
the placement of the “Wackernagel clitics”. See also Bottin (1969:99–102), Bakker (1999:53–54), 
Bertrand (2006a), de Lamberterie (2007:53), García-Ramón (2012:B.2.3), De Decker (2015a:56, 
2015b:249–250,312, 2016a:56–58, 2017:128–129, 2019a:78–79), Hajnal (2016:446–447), 
Rodeghiero (2017:634).
34 For this explanation, see De Decker (2016a:56–58, 2016b:285–286). See also already Beck (1919).
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be a compound, an augmented verb form followed by a clitic would mean that 
the accented augment would come first, then the verb form and only then the 
clitic. Even if one interprets the verb in the oldest Greek (and Indo-European) to 
be unaccented, the form would still be problematic, because in a clitic chain the 
verb form always comes last.35 Most instances of the clitic rule can be found in 
narrative, so that the absence of the augment is not surprising either. In addition, 
many of them involve the particle δέ, which is the most common connecting 
particle in epic Greek (Monro (1891:304–307, Bakker 1993), so that sequences 
of verb followed by δέ expand the ongoing description and usually are not 
employed to add new information (the same applies to the particle τε which 
is also connective). The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to Kiparsky’s reduction 
rule. Kiparsky argued that in PIE in a sequence of marked forms only the first 
one was marked and the others appeared in the neutral form:36 in a sequence of 
past tense forms only the first one was put in the indicative (with augment in 
Indo-Iranian and Greek) and the forms following it in the injunctive, as this form 
was both tenseless and moodless. At face value this rule seems to be invalid, given 
the substantial number of exceptions, but if we adapt Kiparsky’s absolute rule to 
state that a marked form could not be used too often in events belonging to the 
same action or semantic field,37 the rule would be valid: if actions belong to the 
same action (and do not form a prototypical action or a typische Scene in Arend’s 
sense), it is not necessary to use the augment for all instances (e.g. different verbs 
describing the discovery of an enemy fighter or a speech introduction). As such, 
also this syntactic rule has a semantic and pragmatic motivation.
Now that we have summarised and explained the different factors governing 
the augment use, we can proceed to the analysis of the passages.
35 This had been noticed already by Monro (1891:335–338), before Wackernagel posited his famous 
Law. For the clitic chain see Wackernagel (1892:336), Delbruck (1900:51–53, with reference to 
Monro), Brugmann (1904:682–683), Krisch (1990:73–74), Ruijgh (1990), Wills (1993).
36 Kiparsky (1968, 2005). See also Hajnal (2016:447–448), Szemerényi (1996:265–266), Pagniello 
(2002:8–17), García-Ramón (2012:§B.2), Luraghi (2014) and De Decker (2015a:57–59, 
2015b:250–254, 2016a:53 and 58–71, 2016b:286–288, 2017:83–84, 103, 129–134, 2018:31–33, 
2019a:79–83), Rodeghiero (2017:634); for a detailed discussion, see De Decker (2016a:58–71).
37 This was described by Meillet (1913:115–116) for Armenian and expanded to the other languages 
with an augment by de Lamberterie (2007:39,45).
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4 The analysis of some longer passages38
4.1 Akhilleus refuses the Greek Embassy.
(323)   ὡς δ’ ὄρνις ἀπτῆσι νεοσσοῖσι προφέρῃσι
(324)   μάστακ’ ἐπεί κε λάβῃσι, κακῶς δέ τε οἱ πέλει αὐτῇ,
(325)   ὣς καὶ ἐγὼ πολλὰς μὲν ἀΰπνους νύκτας ἴαυον,
(326)   ἤματα δ’ αἱματόεντα διέπρησσον πολεμίζων
(327)   ἀνδράσι μαρνάμενος ὀάρων ἕνεκα σφετεράων.
(328)   δώδεκα δὴ σὺν νηυσὶ πόλεις ἀλάπαξ’ ἀνθρώπων,
(329)   πεζὸς δ’ ἕνδεκά φημι κατὰ Τροίην ἐρίβωλον:
(330)   τάων ἐκ πασέων κειμήλια πολλὰ καὶ ἐσθλὰ
(331)   ἐξελόμην, καὶ πάντα φέρων Ἀγαμέμνονι δόσκον
(332)   Ἀτρεΐδῃ: ὃ δ’ ὄπισθε μένων παρὰ νηυσὶ θοῇσι
(333)   δεξάμενος διὰ παῦρα δασάσκετο, πολλὰ δ’ ἔχεσκεν.
(334)   ἄλλα δ’ ἀριστήεσσι δίδου γέρα καὶ βασιλεῦσι:
(335)   τοῖσι μὲν ἔμπεδα κεῖται, ἐμεῦ δ’ ἀπὸ μούνου Ἀχαιῶν
(336)   εἵλετ’, ἔχει δ’ ἄλοχον θυμαρέα: τῇ παριαύων
(337)   τερπέσθω. τί δὲ δεῖ πολεμιζέμεναι Τρώεσσιν
(338)   Ἀργείους; τί δὲ λαὸν ἀνήγαγεν ἐνθάδ’ ἀγείρας
(339)   Ἀτρεΐδης; ἦ οὐχ Ἑλένης ἕνεκ’ ἠϋκόμοιο;
(340)  ἦ μοῦνοι φιλέουσ’ ἀλόχους μερόπων ἀνθρώπων
(341)   Ἀτρεΐδαι; ἐπεὶ ὅς τις ἀνὴρ ἀγαθὸς καὶ ἐχέφρων
(342)   τὴν αὐτοῦ φιλέει καὶ κήδεται, ὡς καὶ ἐγὼ τὴν
(343)   ἐκ θυμοῦ φίλεον δουρικτητήν περ ἐοῦσαν.
(344)   νῦν δ’ ἐπεὶ ἐκ χειρῶν γέρας εἵλετο καί μ’ ἀπάτησε
(345)   μή μευ πειράτω εὖ εἰδότος: οὐδέ με πείσει. (Il. 9.323–345).39
‘As a bird brings back to her wingless little ones small pieces of food whenever 
she can find them and is suffering herself (from hunger), so I spent many 
sleepless nights and went through the bloody days by waging wars with men 
fighting over their wives. With my ships I destroyed twelve cities of men and 
I say that I conquered eleven cities in the generous region around Troy while 
fighting on land. Out of all these cities I took much and rich bounty, and 
38 In Bakker (2001), De Decker (2016a, 2016b, 2017, 2019a, 2019b, ftc.) and Rodeghiero (2017) 
similar analyses of other passages have been performed.
39 The metrically secure augmented forms are underlined, the unaugmented ones put in bold face 
and the insecure forms are italicised.
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gave everything to Agamemnon, son of Atreus, as a gift. He stayed back at 
the swift ships, received everything, divided little and kept much (to himself ). 
Other gifts he offered to the leaders and the kings. Those (gifts) still lie firmly 
with them, but only from me he took it away. He has the girl that pleased my 
heart. Let he enjoy her lying beside her. Why then do the Akhaians have to 
fight against the Trojans? Why then has the son of Atreus gathered the army 
and brought it here? If not for the sake of Helen with the beautiful hair? Do 
among the articulate men only the sons of Atreus love their wives? Because any 
virtuous and decent man loves his own (wife) and cares for her, so I loved her 
with all my heart, even if she was only conquered by my sword. Now since he 
has robbed my gift out of my hands and has wronged me, let him not try me 
who am well aware (of his attempts). He will not persuade me.’
In this passage Akhilleus answers the Greek Embassy, sent to convince him to 
resume fighting, clearly that he will not do so. In his speech he explains how he 
used to be the bravest warrior but never received the honour he merited. Then 
he relates how Agamemnon took away only his gift and not someone else’s. He 
then (rhetorically) asks why he brought all of them to Troy and continues by 
stating that he was cheated by Agamemnon. Akhilleus emphasises how he was 
dishonoured and how they all share the same fate. The forms ἀπὸ εἵλετ’ and 
εἵλετο are augmented, because describe the actions in the immediate past that 
grieve Akhilleus the most, namely that Agamemnon stole his gift; ἀνήγαγεν has 
an augment, because its describes the single action that unites all the men present 
at the scene, namely that Agamemnon brought all of them to Troy to fight. The 
verbs that refer to what Akhilleus himself did in the past, how he attacked and 
sacked cities at night, how he gave all his gifts to Agamemnon and how he (Ag) 
then divided it without honouring him (Ak) are related with unaugmented and 
sometimes iterative verb forms. In Akhilleus’ mind they belong to the remote 
past: he is no longer fighting and will not do so anytime soon. This passage shows 
that the mere appearance in a speech is not enough to add an augment to the verb 
form, but that the distinction foreground/emphasis - background/description is 
the deciding factor.
4.2 Demodokos sings about Troy and Odysseus cannot stop crying
(83)   ταῦτ’ ἄρ’ ἀοιδὸς ἄειδε περικλυτός: αὐτὰρ Ὀδυσσεὺς
(84)   πορφύρεον μέγα φᾶρος ἑλὼν χερσὶ στιβαρῇσι
(85)   κὰκ κεφαλῆς εἴρυσσε, κάλυψε δὲ καλὰ πρόσωπα:
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(86)   αἴδετο γὰρ Φαίηκας ὑπ’ ὀφρύσι δάκρυα λείβων.
(87)   ἤτοι ὅτε λήξειεν ἀείδων θεῖος ἀοιδός,
(88)   δάκρυ ὀμορξάμενος κεφαλῆς ἄπο φᾶρος ἕλεσκε
(89)   καὶ δέπας ἀμφικύπελλον ἑλὼν σπείσασκε θεοῖσιν:
(90)   αὐτὰρ ὅτ’ ἂψ ἄρχοιτο καὶ ὀτρύνειαν ἀείδειν
(91)   Φαιήκων οἱ ἄριστοι, ἐπεὶ τέρποντ’ ἐπέεσσιν,
(92)   ἂψ Ὀδυσεὺς κατὰ κρᾶτα καλυψάμενος γοάασκεν.
(93)   ἔνθ’ ἄλλους μὲν πάντας ἐλάνθανε δάκρυα λείβων,
(94)   Ἀλκίνοος δέ μιν οἶος ἐπεφράσατ’ ἠδ’ ἐνόησεν
(95)   ἥμενος ἄγχ’ αὐτοῦ, βαρὺ δὲ στενάχοντος ἄκουσεν.
(96)   αἶψα δὲ Φαιήκεσσι φιληρέτμοισι μετηύδα (Od. 8.83–96).
‘All these stories the very famous singer was singing. But Odysseus took his 
large purple cloak with his strong hands and put it over his head and hid his 
beautiful face (with it). He was embarrassed to shed tears before the eyes of 
the Phaiakians. Whenever the divine singer stopped singing, Odysseus wiped 
the tears away, took the cloak from his head, took a cup with two goblets and 
made a libation to the gods. But when he started singing again and the most 
noble Phaiakians incited him to do so, Odysseus hid his head again and cried. 
He hid his crying for all the others, but only Alkinoos noticed it and observed 
it, sitting next to him, and he heard him crying heavily. He immediately spoke 
out to the Phaiakians, who take pleasure in rowing:’
When Odysseus arrived at the court of the Phaiakians, he received a warm 
welcome and as evening entertainment the singer Demodokos was brought inside 
to sing. In this passage Homer describes how Demodokos was singing about the 
Trojan war. When Odysseus heard these stories, he could no longer hold back his 
tears and cried throughout the entire song, while covering his face and trying to 
hide his tears. None of the spectators noticed this, except Alkinoos. The use of 
the augment in this passage is clearly emphatic, as they describe how he covered 
his head (εἴρυσσε) and was able to hide his tears (ἐλάνθανε), so that no-one 
would see them. The unaugmented verb forms describe the background of what 
is going on (ἄειδε, the singing of Demodokos), refer to an action that has already 
occurred (κάλυψε refers to the same action as εἴρυσσε) or relate repeated actions, 
such as the joy the Phaiakians take in the songs (τέρποντ’) and Odysseus’ covering 
his head (ἕλεσκε), his offering (σπείσασκε) and groaning (γοάασκεν). The only 
surprising instance is the unaugmented ἄκουσεν, because we would expect the 
augment in this form, as Alkinoos is the only one who notices Odysseus’ tears 
(one could argue that the unaugmented ἄκουσεν has been announced already 
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by the forms ἐπεφράσατ’ and ἐνόησεν, but the augment in those forms in not 
metrically secure, although there are strong indications that they might have been 
augmented40).
4.3 Odysseus and Agamemnon meet in the Underworld
(397)   Ἀτρεΐδη κύδιστε, ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγάμεμνον,
(398)   τίς νύ σε κὴρ ἐδάμασσε τανηλεγέος θανάτοιο;
(399)   ἦε σέ γ’ ἐν νήεσσι Ποσειδάων ἐδάμασσεν
(400)   ὄρσας ἀργαλέων ἀνέμων ἀμέγαρτον ἀϋτμήν;
(401)   ἦέ σ’ ἀνάρσιοι ἄνδρες ἐδηλήσαντ’ ἐπὶ χέρσου
(402)   βοῦς περιταμνόμενον ἠδ’ οἰῶν πώεα καλά,
(403)   ἠὲ περὶ πτόλιος μαχεούμενον ἠδὲ γυναικῶν;
(404)   ὣς ἐφάμην, ὁ δέ μ’ αὐτίκ’ ἀμειβόμενος προσέειπε:
(405)   διογενὲς Λαερτιάδη, πολυμήχαν’ Ὀδυσσεῦ,
(406)   οὔτ’ ἐμέ γ’ ἐν νήεσσι Ποσειδάων ἐδάμασσεν
(407)   ὄρσας ἀργαλέων ἀνέμων ἀμέγαρτον ἀϋτμήν,
(408)   οὔτε μ’ ἀνάρσιοι ἄνδρες ἐδηλήσαντ’ ἐπὶ χέρσου,
(409)   ἀλλά μοι Αἴγισθος τεύξας θάνατόν τε μόρον τε 
(410)   ἔκτα σὺν οὐλομένῃ ἀλόχῳ, οἶκόνδε καλέσσας,
(411)   δειπνίσσας, ὥς τίς τε κατέκτανε βοῦν ἐπὶ φάτνῃ. (Od. 11.397–411).
‘ “Very famous son of Atreus, ruler of men Agamemnon, which doom of death 
that brings long sorrow has tamed you? Has Poseidon tamed you in the ships 
by sending the unwanted breath of sorrow bringing winds? Or did hostile men 
destroy you on the mainland when you were cutting cattle for yourself and 
beautiful flocks of sheep or while you were fighting for a city and its women?” 
So I spoke and he immediately answered me and addressed me: “Godborn 
son of Laertes Odysseus of many wiles. Poseidon has not tamed me on my 
ships, sending an unwanted breath of sorrow bringing winds nor have hostile 
men destroyed me on the mainland, but Aigisthos has prepared a death and 
destruction for me and has killed me with help of my destructive wife, calling 
me into the house and inviting me for dinner. (He killed me) as one slaughters 
an ox on a crib.” ’
When he noticed Agamemnon in the Hades, Odysseus asked him how he had 
died. He wondered if he had been killed by enemy opponents or by Poseidon at 
40 I refer to De Decker (2016b, 2017, 2019a) for an analysis of the metrically insecure forms.
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the sea. The verbs in Odysseus’ questions clearly refer to the salient elements of 
their encounter: “how did you die and who killed you”. Agamemnon answered 
Odysseus and described that not Poseidon nor enemy opponents had slain him, 
but that his former servant Aigisthos slew him as one would slaughter an ox on 
a crib. The verb forms are augmented, because Odysseus asks if Agamemnon 
incurred an heroic death, while Agamemnon wants to contrast the expected end 
of a great warrior with the cowardly murder perpetrated by Aigisthos (ἔκτα is 
therefore also augmented) and compares it to the slaughter of an animal (the 
form κατέκτανε is in all likelihood also augmented, because it appears in an 
Homeric simile, cf. supra, but the form is not metrically secure). This passage 
shows that the presence of negation does not rule out the augment use per se, as 
the negated verbs ἐδάμασσεν and ἐδηλήσαντ’ are clearly foregrounded. It can 
also serve as illustration for the fact that the reduction rule was not an overreaching 
exceptionless mechanical rule: the three elements ἐδάμασσεν, ἐδηλήσαντ’ and 
ἔκτα refer to three different elements of the story.
4.4 Apollon enters the cave where Hermes is hiding.
Lastly, I also include a passage where we have many exceptions to the rules that we 
described earlier. As is the case with most grammatical rules, there are exceptions 
and this is valid for the augment as well.
 
(227)   ὣς εἰπὼν ἤϊξεν ἄναξ Διὸς υἱὸς Ἀπόλλων,
(228)   Κυλλήνης δ’ ἀφίκανεν ὄρος καταειμένον ὕλῃ
(229)   πέτρης εἰς κευθμῶνα βαθύσκιον, ἔνθα τε νύμφη
(230)   ἀμβροσίη ἐλόχευσε Διὸς παῖδα Κρονίωνος.
(231)   ὀδμὴ δ’ ἱμερόεσσα δι’ οὔρεος ἠγαθέοιο
(232)   κίδνατο, πολλὰ δὲ μῆλα ταναύποδα βόσκετο ποίην.
(233)   ἔνθα τότε σπεύδων κατεβήσατο λάϊνον οὐδὸν
(234)   ἄντρον ἐς ἠερόεν ἑκατηβόλος αὐτὸς Ἀπόλλων.
(235)   τὸν δ’ ὡς οὖν ἐνόησε Διὸς καὶ Μαιάδος υἱὸς
(236)   χωόμενον περὶ βουσὶν ἑκηβόλον Ἀπόλλωνα,
(237)   σπάργαν’ ἔσω κατέδυνε θυήεντ’: ἠΰτε πολλὴν
(238)   πρέμνων ἀνθρακιὴν ὕλης σποδὸς ἀμφικαλύπτει,
(239)   ὣς Ἑρμῆς ἑκάεργον ἰδὼν ἀνεείλε’ ἓ αὐτόν.
(240)   ἐν δ’ ὀλίγῳ συνέλασσε κάρη χεῖράς τε πόδας τε
(241)   φή ῥα νεόλλουτος προκαλεύμενος ἥδυμον ὕπνον,
(242)   ἐγρήσσων ἐτεόν γε: χέλυν δ’ ὑπὸ μασχάλῃ εἶχε.
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(243)   γνῶ δ’ οὐδ’ ἠγνοίησε Διὸς καὶ Λητοῦς υἱὸς
(244)   νύμφην τ’ οὐρείην περικαλλέα καὶ φίλον υἱόν,
(245)   παῖδ’ ὀλίγον δολίῃς εἰλυμένον ἐντροπίῃσι.
(246)   παπτήνας δ’ ἀνὰ πάντα μυχὸν μεγάλοιο δόμοιο
(247)   τρεῖς ἀδύτους ἀνέῳγε λαβὼν κληῗδα φαεινὴν
(248)   νέκταρος ἐμπλείους ἠδ’ ἀμβροσίης ἐρατεινῆς:
(249)   πολλὸς δὲ χρυσός τε καὶ ἄργυρος ἔνδον ἔκειτο,
(250)   πολλὰ δὲ φοινικόεντα καὶ ἄργυφα εἵματα νύμφης,
(251)   οἷα θεῶν μακάρων ἱεροὶ δόμοι ἐντὸς ἔχουσιν.
(252)   ἔνθ’ ἐπεὶ ἐξερέεινε μυχοὺς μεγάλοιο δόμοιο
(253)   Λητοΐδης μύθοισι προσηύδα κύδιμον Ἑρμῆν (HH 4.227–253 
(the Homeric Hymn to Hermes))
‘So Ruler Apollon, son of Zeus, spoke and he jumped up and went to the 
mountain of Kyllene covered with forests into a deep dark hole of stone, 
where the immortal maiden had given birth to the son of Zeus. A lovely smell 
pervaded through beautiful mountain and many long shanked sheep grazed 
the grass there. There at that moment the Far Shooter Apollon himself quickly 
stepped over the stone threshold into the murky cave. When the son of Zeus 
and Maia noticed that Apollon who shouts from afar was enraged about his 
cattle, he covered him in the well-smelling bed cloths: as when the ashes of 
the woodstumps cover the burning charcoal of the wood, so Hermes whirled 
himself (in his blankets) when he saw the Farshooter. He pulled together his 
head, hands and feet, like a freshly bathed baby enjoying sweet sleep but in 
reality still awake, but he still held the tortoise under his armpit. the son of 
Zeus and Leto knew and did not fail to recognise the very beautiful mountain 
maiden and her beloved son, a small child covered in deceitful trickery. He 
sharply looked through the all the corners of the big house, took the shining 
key and opened the three shrines full of nektar and lovely ambrosia. Much gold 
and silver was lying inside, many purple-coloured and silver white garments of 
a maiden, as the holy houses of the immortal gods also have inside them. There 
when he was searching through the corners of the big house, the son of Leto 
addressed famous Hermes’
The Homeric Hymn to Hermes: describes how the god Hermes almost immediately 
after his birth stole the cattle of Apollon and incurred his wrath as a consequence. 
Only after Zeus intervened, the two reconciled. In this passage Apollon has just 
started looking for his cattle. After hearing what the old man had told him, 
Apollon continued his search and during that trip, he noticed tracks of cattle 
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going backwards. He then started speaking to himself and expressed his surprise 
about what he saw. The fragment quoted above describes what Apollon does 
after his initial surprise and how Hermes reacts, when he notices Apollon (and 
his fury). He follows the tracks and arrives in the cave where Maia and Hermes 
are staying. There he finds many of his own possessions and also Hermes himself. 
Hermes notices that Apollon is enraged and pretends to be asleep, unaware of 
what has happened. Apollon’s actions are the main point of attention in this 
passage. The verbs βόσκετο and κίδνατο describe the background of the cave and 
do not belong to the same storyline; the verb ἐλόχευσε is augmented although 
it refers to the birth of Hermes, which is not the focus of this passage either 
and the use of the augment in this form is therefore surprising. On the other 
hand, one would expect ἀφίκανεν to be augmented because it indicates that 
Apollon has arrived and yet, it is not. ἐνόησε is augmented because it refers to 
the moment that Hermes realises that Apollon is enraged about his stolen cattle. 
συνέλασσε describes how Hermes tries to escape Apollon by pretending to be 
sleeping; against expectation, this verb is not augmented. The verb εἶχε points 
out that Hermes still had in his possession the tortoise-turned-instrument. As 
this tortoise and its music will return later in the story, the verb is augmented. 
γνῶ refers to Apollon’s reaction to all this. The verb appears in sentence-initial 
position and is followed by a clitic, but it clearly contrasts with what has been 
said before, so we would expect the verb to have an augment. The verb ἔκειτο is 
augmented, because Apollon is surprised to see so much riches: this is not what 
one would expect when entering the cave of a nymph and her child. ἐξερέεινε is 
unaugmented, because it appears in a temporal subordinate clause, and because 
it summarises the lines 243–251 and does not communicate anything new (it 
had been announced already by the sentence γνῶ δ’ οὐδ’ ἠγνοίησε, as the act of 
recognising and finding out presupposes that some investigating had been done 
beforehand).
5 Conclusion
In this contribution I tried to analyse the augment from a semantic and pragmatic 
viewpoint. As the transmission is problematic and I have limited space, I decided 
to focus here on the metrically secure forms only. First I showed that the augment 
use cannot be metrically conditioned. Then I described the criteria that I used in 
determining the metrically secure forms. Starting from the earlier work by Koch, 
Platt, Drewitt, Bottin, Basset, Bakker and Mumm for Greek and Hoffmann for 
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Vedic Sanskrit, I summarised the augment use as follows: by using unaugmented 
forms (the injunctives) the speakers and/or narrators describe and mention what 
has happened, whereas by using augmented forms (the indicatives) they do not 
only relate it, but also state it as a fact and reaffirm its value. This explanation 
can account for almost all observations made for the augment use, including the 
morphological and syntactic factors. The contexts where the augment is used 
(speeches, events in a recent past, past actions with present value, gnomes, similia, 
speech introductions with addressee) are all much more likely to be enforced 
by the narrator/speaker (either because s/he wants to make a point or wants to 
interact with hearer or audience), whereas those contexts in which it remains 
absent (narration, actions in a mythical past, background descriptions, repeated 
actions, speech introductions without addressee) are less often emphasised by 
the speaker/narrator (often because there is less interaction between speaker 
and hearer and/or between narrator and audience). It is important to note that 
there are no elements that automatically make the augment (dis)appear: even 
in negation, subordinate clause and in speeches, the augment use is determined 
by the semantic and pragmatic elements. The morphological and syntactic data 
can be explained by this as well: dual forms and pluperfect forms have much less 
augments than other forms, but as they are used much more often in narrative 
descriptions, this is not surprising. Moreover, pluperfects describe a state in the 
past as a result of a past action, so that they are more likely to occur in background 
descriptions. Most instances of the clitic rule can be found in narrative and many 
of them involve the particle δέ, the most common connecting particle in epic 
Greek. Sequences of a verb followed by δέ thus expand the ongoing description 
and usually are not employed to add new information. The same applies to 
Kiparsky’s reduction rule: it is mostly observed in narrative and mostly then when 
the different verb forms are part of a single decription and do not appear in a 
typical scene or highlighted story. I then put the theory to the test by applying 
it to four longer passages. In three of the four passages, the observations could 
account for the augment use, but in the fourth passage from HH 4 this was not 
the case: the analysis of the passage and the data from the appendices make clear 
that there are exceptions as well. 
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6 Appendices
6.1 Overall data41
Iliad42 Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 1419 2405 37
Imperfect 747 1462 34 
Pluperfect 45 148 23
Overall 2211 4015 36
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 1198 1595 43 
Imperfect 749 1211 38 
Pluperfect 33 112 23 
Overall 1980 2918 40
Theogony Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 79 148 35 
Imperfect 37 65 36 
Pluperfect43 2 7
Overall 118 220 35
Works and Days Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 33 23 59 
Imperfect 17 10 63 
Pluperfect 2 0
Overall 52 33 61
Homeric Hymn to 
Demeter (HH 2)
Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 42 71 37 
41 I only used HH 2, 3, 4 and 5, because they are long enough to be relevant. Often I could only 
use the Iliad and Odyssey, because the other texts did not have (enough) data.
42 The authenticity of Book 10 is debated, so I decided to leave it out.
43 When the data are italicised, they are too small to be relevant.
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Imperfect 23 48 32 
Pluperfect 3 4
Overall 68 123 36
Homeric Hymn to 
Apollon (HH 3)
Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 40 71 36 
Imperfect 26 34 43 
Pluperfect 2 2
Overall 68 107 37
Homeric Hymn to 
Hermes (HH 4)
Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 65 50 57 
Imperfect 40 37 52 
Pluperfect 1 0
Overall 106 87 55
Homeric Hymn to 
Aphrodite (HH 5)
Augmented Unaugmented %  augments
Aorist 26 32 45 
Imperfect 14 26 35
Pluperfect 0 1
Overall 40 59 40
6.2 Speech versus narrative
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Overall 2211 4015 36
Speeches 621 655 49
Narrative 1344 3201 29
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented %  augments.
Overall 1981 2939 40
Speeches 718 709 50
Narrative 673 1560 30
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Apologoi44 326 476 41
Menelaos’s speech45 23 37 38
6.3 Gnomic aorist




Works and Days 15 5
“Overall” Homer and Hesiod 48 15 76
6.4 Similia
Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Iliad 83 11 88
Odyssey 14 3
Theogony 0 1
Works and Days 0 0
“Overall” Homer and Hesiod 97 15 87
6.5 Speech introductions
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Speech introductions, with addressee 214 71 75
Speech introductions, without addressee 34 65 34
Speech introductions 248 134 65
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented % augments.
Speech introductions, with addressee 190 54 78
Speech introductions, without addressee 35 82 30
Soliloquy 1 2
44 In Books 9–12 of the Odyssey Odysseus tried to explain to the Phaiakians why his men had died 
and how he was not to blame for their deaths. As he tried to defend himself, these books are called 
the Apologoi.
45 This refers to Menelaos’ explanation in Book 4.351–592 of the Odyssey in which he tried to 
defend himself and explain why he had neither intervened when Agamemnon was murdered nor 
avenged the murder. It is sometimes called the Apologoi of Menelaos.
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Speech introductions 226 138 62
Theogony
Speech introductions, with addressee 2 1
Speech introductions, without addressee 0 1
Works and Days
Speech introductions, with addressee 0 0
Speech introductions, without addressee 0 0
HH 2
Speech introductions, with addressee 0 0
Speech introductions, without addressee 0 0
HH 3
Speech introductions, with addressee 0 0
Speech introductions, without addressee 0 0
HH 4
Speech introductions, with addressee 9 3
Speech introductions, without addressee 1 4
HH 5
Speech introductions, with addressee 2 0
Speech introductions, without addressee 2 2
6.6 Negation
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Negation in speeches 65 56 54
Negation in narrative 87 184 32
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Negation in narrative 24 45 35 
Negation in speeches 82 64 56 
Negation in Apologoi 23 30 43 
Negation in Menelaos’s speech 3 3
Theogony 5 6
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Works and Days 11 1
HH 2 8 14
HH 3 7 6
HH 4 7 12
HH 5 2 3
6.7 Subordination
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Subordination in speeches 192 200 49
Subordination in narrative 220 355 38
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Subordination narrative 119 249 32 
Subordination  speeches 207 205 50 
Subordination in Apologoi 52 80 39 
Subordination Menelaos’ speech 3 7
Theogony 18 40 31
Works and Days 5 4
HH 2 16 11
HH 3 13 16
HH 4 9 11
HH 5 4 8
6.8 Pluperfect
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Speeches 13 22 37
Narrative 30 124 20
Speech introductions 2 2
Overall 45 148 23
Odyssey Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Narrative 14 58 19
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Speeches 13 30 30
Apologoi 5 20
Menelaos’s speech 0 2
Speech introduction 1 1
Overall 33 112 23
6.9 Dual
Iliad Augmented Unaugmented % augments
Speeches 2 3
Narrative 8 54 13
Speech introduction 0 1
Overall 10 58 14




Menelaos’s speech 0 0
Speech introduction 0 0
Overall 1 30 3
6.10 Drewitt(-Beck)’s clitic rule
Work Verb - clitic, 
without augment
Verb - clitic, with 
augment
% verb - clitic, 
without augment
Iliad 676 107 86
Speech 53 12 82 
Narrative 595 90 87 
Speech introductions 28 5 85
Odyssey overall 443 114 80
Speech 60 21 74
Narrative 301 64 82
Apologoi 56 25 69
Menelaos’s speech 6 2 75
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Speech introductions 20 2 91 
Theogony 33 8 80
Works and Days 6 0 100
HH 2 22 4 85
HH 3 27 2 93
HH 4 12 4
HH 5 9 3
6.11 Kiparsky’s reduction rule
Iliad Observed Violated %  observations
Overall 2955 1302 69
Speech 441 328 57
Narrative 2479 968 72
Speech introductions 35 6 85
Odyssey
Overall 2070 1152 64 
Speech 491 434 53
Narrative 1068 437 71
Apologoi 442 259 63
Menelaos’s speech 30 15 67
Speech introductions 39 7 85
Theogony 190 110 63
Works and Days 26 37 41
HH 2 99 52 66
HH 3 81 43 65
HH 4 66 69 49
HH 5 46 25 65
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